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REMARKS 

'I hcac remarks wml the accoinpanying amendments arc responsive to the non-final Office 
Action mailed July 25, 2005 (hereinafter refeiTcd to as the "Office Action"), having a shortened 
sUitMtory period for response ihi\l expired on October 25, 2005. A petition and fee for a onc- 
Tuonlh extension of tijnc aocomjianies this response thereby extending the period for reply until 
Novcnibcr 25, 2005, Claims 1-56 were pending at the time of the last examination. By this 
royponso, Claim I and 29 are caticcUcd, thereby leaving Claims 2-28 and 30-56 for further 
couf>]dcr:ition upon entry of (his amendment. Of the remaining claims. Claims 2, 4-7, 9, 10, 14, 
23, 24, 30, 32-34, 37, 38, 42, 51 and 52 are amended herein. Claims 3, S, 11-13, 15-22, 25-28, 
31, 35, 36, 39-41, 43-50 and 53-56 are ori[$innl. 

Afi a pi eliminary nsatter, section 5 of the Office Action indicates that Claims 15-28 and 
* 43 -5(> are allowed. Section 6 of Ihc Office Action indicates that Claims 4-6, 9-13 and 32-41 arc 
• <^li>:clcd to as beiiijj dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
• ; ' .( : . ht(h.j)endcnt forni including all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
'Ckiinis 4-6 and 32-34 have been so rcwritlcn and thus are in allowable form. Claims 35-41 
f depend from Claim 34, and thu$ arc also now in allowable form since Claun 34 is in allowable 
form. Claim 9 is mnended such that Claims 9-13 depend from Claim 0, Thus, Claims 9-13 are 
in allowable form. 

The first invSlancc of Claim 1 objects to several infonnalities in Claims 9, 10, 23, 24, 37, 
5 1 antl 52. b;ach of tlicsc claims arc amended herein aiming to overcome the informalities. 

The second iasirmcc oTScclion 1 of the Office Action rejects Claims 1-3, 7, 8, and 29-31 
in ider 35 U.S.C. 102(c) as being anticipated by United Stales patent ntimbcr 6,363,060 issued Lo 
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Su.rk;u (lieiL'inafter '"S^iikar''). This rejection is moot with respect to cancelled Claims 1 and 29, 
but mtnains witK rcspccl to CLiims 2, 3, 7, 8, 30 and 31, 

With respect lo Claims 2 nnd 3, Claim 2 is amended to depend from Claims 4-6, Each of 
Claiiiis 4-6 arc citlier allowed* or placed in allowable form by this rmiendment. Th\xs>, Claim 2 is 
not :tnticipalod by Savkyr ar least for the reasons recognized by the Office Action that Claims 4-6 
are uot anticipated by Sai^kar. Claim 3 depends from Claim 2, and thus is not anticipated by 
S:\vh\Y at 1c<ist Tor the reasons tliat Claim 2 is not anticipated by Sarkar, 

With respect lo Clnims 7 nnd 8, Claim 7 is amended herein lo depend from Claim 6, 
which is allowable and made in patentable form by amendment made herein. Accordingly, 
Claims 7 and 8 arc not anlicipaled by Sarkar for at least the same reasons that Claim 6 is 
rocoo;ni7,ed as being not aoticipntotl by Sarkar. 

With respect to CIciims 30 and 31, Claim 30 is amended to depend from Claims 32-34. 
Racli of Claiin.^J 32-34 arc placed in allowable form by this amendment. Thus, Claim 30 is not 
antii-ipatcd by Sarkar at least for tlie reasons recognized by the Office Action that Claims 32-34 
ace not anticipated by Sarkar. Claim 31 depends from Claim 30, and thus is not anticipated by 
Smtar at least for the reasons that Claim 30 is not anticipated by Sarkar. 

Thus, the 35 U.S.C. 102(c) rejection should be withdrawn. 

ScctionvS 3 aiul 4 of the Office Action reject Claims 14 and 42 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as 
bcini^ iinpaientablc over Sarkar, Sarkar docs not disclose that a repeating step is executed if "it is 
tlclcnnincd that [I he) mobile slalion is communicating.'* The Office Action alleges that the 
conventional mobile station niay execute the repetition step while the mobile station is 
connnunicafing because Sorkar docs not disclose timing of the repetition step. However, Sai*kar 
doc:; not di.sclose that the repetition step is not executed if the mobile station is not in the 
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conuuuniciition stale, A fealm%? oflho preJ5ent itwenlion lies in choosing the cotninunicalion 
slate for excciUing iho repeating fitcp in oi-dcr to obtain this effect. Tims, the 35 Lf.S.C, 103(a) 
reject ioji shouUl be wiliulrawn. 



fn tho event Uial the Exainincr finds remaining impedimenL to a prompt allowance of tins 
application that niay he clarinccl through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney. 

Dated this 1'' day orDcccmbcr, 2005. 



Respectfully submitted. 




ADRIAN J. LEE 



Registration No. 42,7S5 
Attorney for Applicant 
customer No, 022913 
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